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JUDGMENT

This gpped was considered on the record from the United States District Court for
the Didtrict of Columbiaand on the briefs of the parties. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(8)(2); D.C.
Cir. R. 34(j). The court has determined that the issues presented occasion no need for a
published opinion. See D.C. Cir. R. 36(b). Itis

ORDERED and ADJUDGED that the judgment of the Didtrict Court be affirmed
for the following reasons.

Paintiffs George Blakeney, Cavino Stanford, Quinton Briscoe, and Daniel Wright
gpped thedidrict court’s grant of summary judgment in their employment discrimination
suit againgt the Potomac Electric Power Company (PEPCO), Loca Union 1900 of the
Internationa Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, and John Coleman, the Union's
Presdent. With respect to Blakeney’ s discrimination claim againg PEPCO, we affirm for
the reasons st forth below. With respect to dl other clams and al other plaintiffs, we
affirm for the reasons sated in the digtrict court’s memorandum opinion of August 25,
2004.



Blakeney contends that PEPCO discriminated againgt him by delaying
implementation of a rotation system <o that he, and not awhite employee, would be the
fird to rotate temporarily into an undesirable postion in the Oil Department. The digtrict
court granted PEPCO’ s motion for summary judgment on the ground that Blakeney had not
explained how histemporary rotation amounted to adverse employment action. We need
not decide that question, however, because Blakeney’ s claim fails for a more fundamenta
reason. Blakeney conceded at his depostion that PEPCO had alegitimate,
nondiscriminatory reason for implementing the rotation systlem when it did. Asaresult of
his concession, Blakeney cannot show that “areasonable jury could conclude that” the
chalenged actions were undertaken “for a discriminatory reason,” and therefore summary
judgment was properly granted. Morgan v. Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp., 328
F.3d 647, 651 (D.C. Cir. 2003).

Pursuant to D.C. Circuit Rule 36, this digposition will not be published. The Clerk
isdirected to withhold issuance of the mandate herein until seven days after resolution of
any timely petition for rehearing or rehearing en banc. See Fed. R. App. P. 41(b); D.C. Cir.
Rule 41.
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